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Good morning. It isa pleasure for me to be here today to help start off the Symposium’ stimely
discusson of Protection of the Environment from lonizing Radiation. | am sure some of you attended
the Forum in Sicily earlier this year that addressed Radiological Protection of the Environment. When |
gpoke at that Forum, | focused my comments on severa aress, including the development of
radiological protection regulations in the United States, the many agencies and branches of government
involved in environmenta issues, the chalenges of maintaining good communication between agencies
and the public, the difficulties in finding a path through the morass crested by dud regulaion, and the
emerging chalengesto create internationdly accepted uniform standards for addressing radiological
issues. Today, | would like to expand on a new concept, which I mentioned only briefly in February,
that has introduced significant uncertainty in the US legd framework for environmentd evauations and
has the potentia to make evauations of environmental impacts much more complex. Thisrdatively
new concept is caled "Environmental Justice.”

However, before discussng Environmental Justice as it is defined and being implemented in the
U.S, | will very briefly review with you how our Federa Government reviews mgor actions that could
affect the environment. For over three decades, the Federad government in the United States has
reviewed mgor actions that could affect the environment under the process set forth in the Nationd



Environmentd Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA). Mos of the individua states within the United States have
comparable legidation governing sate leve actions. While some individua environmental evauations
may have remained controversid, the last few decades has seen most government agencies develop an
undergtanding of the basic process for preparing environmenta evaluations. Under NEPA, "mgor
federd actions Sgnificantly affecting the quality of the human environment™ must be accompanied by a
detailed environmenta impact satement that serves to inform the decision-maker of the potentia
negative impacts, benefits, and need for the proposed action. NEPA itself does not dictate that any
particular balance of benefits versus costs is necessary for ultimate approval of a particular project, but
rather condtitutes afull disclosure process so that the responsible authority is fully informed prior to
finalizing its decison. In the NRC process, members of the public may comment on draft
Environmenta Impact Statements published for comment and, by meeting certain sandards for
participation, may participate in aforma proceeding chalenging the completeness and accuracy of the
proposed Environmental Impact Statement. There are many specific pitfals and procedura
requirements that make hearings on NEPA issues in the United States complex, but what I’ ve just
described isagood overall summary of the process.

This relatively predictable process was complicated in 1994 when President Clinton issued an
Executive Order introducing the concept of "Environmenta Justice” with respect to environmenta
andyses. Ogensbly not cresting any new requirements, this Executive Order directed Executive
Agenciesto include in environmenta analyses a specific consderation of any disparate impact of
proposed actions on minority and low-income populations in the United States. Although, as an
independent agency, NRC was not required to follow the Executive Order, it followed its traditiona
gpproach of voluntarily attempting to meet the intent of the Executive Order to the extent possible.

The concept of Environmental Judtice is new to the NEPA process. The underlying concept is
inherently laudable. 1ts god was to assure that minorities and the financidly disadvantaged were not
bearing a disproportionate share of environmenta impacts from government gpproved activities. Given
the expense of chalenging proposed government actions, thereisalogic to assuring that those least able
to afford chalenging actions are not penalized because of those financid limitations.

The IAEA recently published a discussion report that raises, among other ethical consderations
of radiologica protection of the environment, the issue of Environmenta Judtice.

As| understand the issue of Environmenta Justice as described by IAEA, it is somewhat
different than the concept inthe U.S. The IAEA concept, like the 1992 Rio Declaration, relates to
issues such asliability, and compensation. It consders the balance between benefits and detriment by
redistributing the “benefits of actions or policies’ or demand compensation for detriment. It further
encompasses direct and indirect harm to humans and harm to the environment including inhabitants and
habitants. Environmenta jugticein the U.S. is directly related to socio-cultura protection of
disadvantaged and minority populations.

The difficulty isin trying to implement this new concept into the established process for
environmentd reviews. In generd, United States federd agencies have not yet reached a comfort level
as to how best to apply the concept of Environmenta Justice to evauations of proposed actions. Thisis
not the traditiona environmental review that looks at potentia releases and provides an evauation of
the impacts of the proposed project on hypothetica individuas. We dl, at least, had some comfort
level inlooking a potentid radiation doses and determining potentid impacts on humans and the
environment. We have not, however, developed concepts of radiologica impact that focus on ethnic or



monetary subgroups of affected populations. Initial attempts by NRC to apply this concept quickly
demondrated the difficulty and pitfals of this new eement of environmentd reviews.

For example, in one NRC case involving the licensing of a proposed centrifuge enrichment
facility, there was an environmenta justice concern introduced in the environmenta hearing, addressing
the expected blocking of aroute between some local residences and aloca church. The residences
affected were in alow income area and many of these individuas did not own cars. The location of the
proposed facility rendered the route for walking to a particular church unavailable and adternatives for
walking to the church were significantly longer. Ultimately this project was abandoned for avariety of
reasons before this particular issue was resolved. It was the first time the issue of Environmental Justice
was raised and might have proven to be difficult to resolve.

Although il in litigetion and not gppropriate for detailed comment given the Commisson's
role as the ultimate reviewer, an ongoing NRC proceeding is considering the question of whether there
can be asubgroup of aminority group. Specificdly, we have agroup of Native Americans claming
they are entitled to Environmental Justice consideration because they believe the Triba Government
will not fairly digtribute profits from a proposed NRC licensed facility within the tribe. The concept of
subgroups within recognized minorities and/or low income groups could further complicate
environmenta evaluations.

Wheat does this mean to those of us who must conduct these evaluations? It means we must ask
adifferent set of questions and apply our hedth physics and environmenta expertise in an expanded
and more complex manner. The NRC has developed some guidance for its gaff following our initid
experiences with gpplying the concept of Environmental Justice. From this guidance I'd like to note a
few of the dements considered in evauating the question of whether there are disparate impacts on
minorities and the poor, when evauating a potentid radiation-related activity.

The first need isto gather information on the populace around a proposed facility. After
identifying the minorities and low income groups thet are affected by the proposed facility, one must
compare their representation within the affected group to that of the larger population. In the United
States that can be done by looking at the state population demographics, or severa states where the
fecility islocated near state boarders, and determining whether there is a higher percentage of a minority
and/or low income group in the affected population than in the generd population.

The next part of the evauation must be to determine the impacts on these minority and/or low
income populations, as compared to the rest of the affected population. For example, if the poor are
more likely to eat fish and game from the affected area, eat locally grown food, or grow their own, it
must be determined if thisresultsin ahigher radiologica impact than for the rest of the affected
population.

In the United States such evauations are not limited to health and safety impacts. Culturd
impacts are o consdered under NRC guiddines. The example of the affect on accessto a church that
| mentioned earlier is one example, as would Smilar access issues rdated to the ability of the poor
and/or minorities to easily reach businesses or work locations. With respect to Native American Tribes,
consderations of ancient burial grounds and areas that are considered sacred to the tribes culture must
also be considered.

In the United States we aso will include potential benefits to these same groups. Our
evauations will consder the financid benefits to minorities and/or low income groups from incressed



job opportunities and potentid increasesin property vaues from the proposed facility. Findly, the
evauation will consder what actions can be taken to mitigate any negative impacts on these specific
groups and whether dternative Stes may be available for the facility that would have less impacts.

Clearly, as professonds involved in congdering the impacts of activitiesinvolving radigtion
that affect the environment, we have asgnificant role in looking at these types of issues. We are quite
capable of providing an evauation of potential hedlth impacts, based on current knowledge, for an
individual who is exposed to aleve of exposure from afacility. We are even cgpable of looking at a
worse case scenario and assuming maximum ingestion of locally-grown food or maximum time living
and working in the affected area. For example, NRC has included suppositions in some of its
evauations that included individuds having a subgtantia intake of localy grown food or assuming the
affected population is represented by the individua living closest to the facility. Comparing impacts on
different populations within the same area, however, isafar more chalenging endeavor and will require
that we become more knowledgeable about cultura specifics within various affected population groups.
In the future, when we ask a question about radiological impacts, we may have to concern ourselves
with non-health non-environmenta impacts not previoudy consdered. These will present new
chdlengesfor us, but will perhaps alow a more complete and meaningful understanding of the impacts
of the projects we are conddering. While the goa of assuring no one group must shoulder the burden
of government projectsis laudable, the implementation of Environmenta Justice as a method for
reaching that god presents new and complex chalenges for the future.

Today’ s presentations and others during this symposium concern the science of radiation
impacts on the environment. Our radiation protection standards and are our regulatory requirements are
based generdly on the best available science. They are therefore dependent on the work of scientists -
the studies, the findings and the interpretations of those findings. Sooner or later, in some fashion,
proven out comes will become part of aradiation protection scheme.

But scienceisonly part of the equation. Palitical and socio-economic factors are also parts of
the equation and in the decision making process could take precedence over the science. Environmenta
judticeis an example.

| suggest that it isincumbent on those of you primarily involved in the science to give those of
us primarily involved in policy and politica arenas the best foundeation possible to baance the equation
to give science avery strong voice. | wish you good luck and to the organizers of this symposium,
thank you and | wish you a successful venture in the next four days.

Thank you.



